This paper describes the second year of the Success for All program, which tries to assure that each student in an inner-city school succeeds in acquiring basic skills in the early grades. The program was first implemented in the 1987-88 school year in Abbottson Elementary :chool in Baltimore. First year results revealed substantially higher student performance in language and reading, and substantially reduced student retention and placement in special classes in comparison with a matched school. This paper adds four major sets of findings to the earlier study. The discussion covers: (1) results of the second year of program implementation at the pilot school; (2) the evaluation of a replication of Success for All in its fully funded form in one of the poorest elementary schools in Baltimore; (3) the evaluation of a form of Success for All designed to be implemented under Chapter 1 schoolwide funds with relatively minor additional costs; and (4) the evaluation of the beginning reading component of the program. Sections of the document detail program elements, variations, evaluation design, and results. Findings imply that the insur_ 3 of kindergarten children's success at school may almost eliminate the need for retention in grade and placement in special classes. (RH) 
Abstract
This report presents the results of the implementation of the Success for All elementary school restructuring progam after two years in Abbottston Elementary School in Baltimore and after one year in City Springs Elementary School in Baltimore. It also presents results of oneyear implementations of a less extensive Success for All program in four schools and year-and-ahalf implemernations of the beginning reading curriculum of Success for All in two other schools. Overall, the effects on student me-reading and reading achievement from preschool through fourth grade indicate that Success for All is moving in the right direction toward the program's goal of insuring that all students be at grade "level in reading by the end of third grade.
Introduction
This is a time of rapid change and new opportunities for research and practice relating to the education of students who are at risk of school failure. The education of disadvantaged students is being seriously discussed at all levels of government and society. Although most federal education programs are falling behind the mte of inflation, funding for Chapter 1 (programs for low achieving disadvantaged students) was increased in 1989 by nearly a billion dollars, to five billion per year. Changes in Chapter 1 implemented under the Hawkins-Stafford bill of 1988 have encouraged school districts to implement a more diverse range of Chapter 1 programs. In particular, many inner-city districts arc taking advantage of the bill's provision that schools serving very disadvantaged populations can use their Chapter i dollars to serve all 'students (see Committee on Education and Labor, 1989 ).
While there is now an unprecedented willingness to experiment with alternative instructional models in schools serving disadvantaged students and a willingness to spend more on programs with demonstrated effectiveness, few coherent models have been designed for schoolwide use in schools that serve disadvantaged students, and fewer still have convincing evidence that they increase student achievement.
One exception to this is a program called
Success for All (Slavin, Madden, Karweit, Livermon, & Dolan, in press) . Success for All is designed to attempt to ensure that every student in a high-poverty school will succeed in acquiring basic skills in the early grades. Success is defined as performance in reading, writing, language arts, and mathematics at or near grade level by the third grade, and maintenance of this status through the end of the elementary grades, and avoidance of retention or special education. The program seeks to accomplish this objective by implementing research-based preschool and kindergarten programs; beginning and intermediate reading, writing, language arts, and mathematics programs; one-to-one tutoring in reading to students (especially first graders) who need it; frequent assessment of progress in reading, and a family sum 4 program.
Success for All ws first implemented in the 1987-88 school year in one inner-city Baltimore elementary school, Abbottston Elementary. The first year results revealed substantially higher student ilaa---;',nranee on measures of language in preschool at-!earten and on measures of reading in gratiag. 1-3, compared to students in a matched school. Reading gains were especially large for students who had been in the lowest 25% of their grade on pretests; for these students, effect sizes averaged +.80 on individually administered measures. Further, there were subatantial reductions in the numbers of students retained or assigned to special education (see Slavin et al., in press ).
As impressive as the results were, the Slavin et al. (in press) study has many limitations. First, the program was implemented in only one school. It is unclear to what degree unique characteristics of this school may have influenced the results.
Also, theory underlying the Success for All prograaa depends on a cumulative effect of prevention and early intervention. The first year data indicate a positive direction, but the cumulative impact cannot be determined until more time has gone by.
Success for All is expensive, which limits its implications for practice. Design and evaluation of a less expensive and therefore more replicable form of the program would be of great practical value. Finally, Success for All has many components, and an overall evaluation cannot determine the contribution of each component.
The present paper describes the second implementation year of the Success for All Two schools are implementing the beginning reading program only, without any additional funds. The two fully funded and four Chapter 1-only schools are Chapter 1 schoolwide projects, which means that at least 75% of their students receive free lunch and that they can use their federal Chapter 1 funds to improve the school as a whole rather than to serve only identified students.
One of the Chapter 1-only schools contains a number of white as well as African-American students; at all other schools, almost all studenes are A frican-American.
The curricula being implemented in all three forms of Success for All are identical, with each school receiving the same curriculum materials and supplies. What varies across the three forms of the program are the numbers of personnel, in particular the numbers of tutors and family support staff. Also, the two fully funded schools have a full-time project facilitator, the four Chapter 1-only schools a half-time facilitator, and the two curriculum-only schools no facilitator.
-2-The characteristics of the three forms of the program are described in more detail in a later section.
The main elements of Success for All are described below (adapted from Slavin et al., in press ).
Reading Tutors
One of the most important elements of the Success for All model is the use of tutors to promote students' success in reading. One-to-one tutoring is the most effective form of instruction known (see Slavin, Karweit, & Madden, 1989) . The tutors are cenified teachers with experience teaching Chapter 1, special education, and/or primary reading. Tutors work one-on-one with students who ale having difficulties keeping up with their reading groups. The tutoring occurs in 20-minute sessions taken from an hour-long social studies period. In general, tutors support students' success in the regalar reading curriculum, rather than teaching different objectives. For example, if the regular reading teacher is working on long vowels, so does the tutor. However, tutors seek to identify learning problems and use different strategies to teach the same skills.
During daily 90-minute reading periods, tutors serve as additional reading teachers to reduce class size for reading to about 15 in fully funded schools and about 20 in Chapter 1 only schools. Reading teachers and tutois use brief forms to communicate about students' specific problems and neecs and meet at regular times to coordinate their approaches with individual children.
Initial decisions about reading group placement and the need for tutoring are based on informal reading inventories that the tutors give to each child. Subsequent reading group placements and tutoring assignments are made based on eight-week assessments, which include teacher judgments as well as more formal assessments. First graders receive first priority for tutoring, on the assumption that the primary function of the tutors is to help all students be successful in reading the first time, before they become remedial readers.
Reading Progyam
Students in grades 1-3 are regrouped for reading. The students are assigned to heterogeneous, age-grouped classes with class sizes of about 25 most of the day, but during a regular 90-minute reading period they are regrouped by to reading performance levels into reading classes of 15 students all at the same level. For example, a 24 reading class might contain first, second, and third grade students all reading at the same level.
Regrouping allows teachers to teach the whole reading class without having to break the class into reading groups. This greatly reduces the time spent in seatwork and increases direct instruction time. We do not expect reduction in class size to increase reading achievement by itself (see Slavin, 1989) , but it does enable every reading class to be conducted at only one reading level, and the teacher can teach to students at the same level. This will eliminate workbooks, dittos, or other follow-up activities which are needed in classes that have multiple reading groups. The regrouping is a form of the Joplin Plan, which has been found to increase reading achievement in the elementary grades (Slavin, 1987a Beginning reading is introduced when students are ready, either in kindergarten or at the beginning of first grade. In this program, letters and sounds are introduced in an acrive, engaging series of activities that begins with oral language and moves iMo written symbols. Once letter sounds are taught, they are reinforced by the reading of stories which use the sounds. The K-1 reading program uses a series of phonetically regular but interesting minibooks and emphasizes repeated oral reading to parMers as well as to the teacher, instruction in stuly structure and specific comprehension skills, and integration of reading and writing.
When students reach the 2-1 reading level, they use a form of Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC) (Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & Famish, 1987) with the district's Macmillan basal series. CIRC uses cooperative learning activities built around story structum, prediction, summarization, vocabulary building, decoding practice, and story-related writing. Students engage in partner leading and strucuned discussion of the basal stories, and work toward mastery of the vocabulary and content of the story in teams. Story-related writing is also shared within teams.
In addition to these basal story-related activities, teachers provide direct instruction in reading comprehension skills, and students practice these skills in their teams. Classroom libraries of trade books at students' reading levels are provided tor each teacher, and students read books of their choice for homework for 20 minutes each night. Home readings are shared via presentations, summaries, puppet shows, and other formats twice a week during "book club" sessions. Reseant on CHIC has found it to significantly increase students' reading compreension and language skills .
Eight-Week Reading Assessments
At eight week intervals, reading teachers assess student progress through the reading program. The results of the assessments are used to determine who is to receive tutoring, to change students' reading groups, to suggest other adaptations in students' programs, and to identify students who need other types of assistance, such as family interventions screening for or vision and hearing problems.
Preschool and Kindergarten
Many of the Success for All schools provide a half-day preschool and/or a full-day kindergarten for eligible students. The family support team provides parenting education and works to involve parents in support of their children's success in school. Also, family support staff ate called on to provide assistance when students seem to be working at less than their full potential because of problems at home. 
Teachers and Teacher Training
The teachers and tutors are regular Baltimore City teachers. They received detailed teacher's manuals supplemented by two days of inservice at the beginning of the school year. For teachers of grades 1-3 and for reading tutors, these training sessions focused on implementation of the reading program, and their detailed teachers' manuals covered general teaching strategies as well as specific lessons. Preschool and kindergarten teachers and aides were trained in use of the STaR and Peabody programs, thematic units, and other aspects of the preschool and kindergarten models. Tutors later received an additional day of training on tutoring strategies and reading assessment.
Throughout the year, inservice presentations covered sub topics as classroom management, instructional pace, and cooperative learning; and the facilitator organized many informal sessions were to allow teachers to shae problems and problem solutions, suggest changes, and discuss individual children. The staff development model used in Success for All emphasizes relatively brief initial training with extensive classroom followup and coaching and group discussion.
Special Education
Every effort is made to deal with students' learning problems within the context of the regular classroom, as supplemented by tutors.
Tutors evaluate students strengths and weaknesses and develop strategies to teach in the most effective way. Tutors also communicate many effective methods of teaching a student to the classroom teacher. It is felt that this intervention forms an important intermediate step between classroom instruction and referral to special education. As a result of this process, once referral is considered appropriate, it is likely to be much more accurate, thus avoiding unnecessary assessments for infocused referraLs.
Advisory Committee
An advisory committee composed of the building principal, program facilitator, teacher representatives, family support staff, and Johns
Hopkins staff meets regularly to review the progress of the program and to identify and solve any problems that arise.
ProgramVariations (I) Abbottston Elementary School
Abbottston is the pilot school for Success for All designed to test (with the project at City Springs) the short-and long-term effects of a program which concentrates significant additional resources at the early grade levels to ensure that all children reach the thin:1 grade with adequate skills. The hope is that if we can show substantial and lasting gains, the additional resources expended will be compensated for by significantly reduced needs for special education, remedialion, and retentions throughout the grades. Also, if we can establish that all inner-cita children can leam with adequate resources and effective programs, additional sources of funds may be forthcoming to provide these resources and programs.
Implementation ef the program began at Abbottston in September, 1987. It is funded by (2) City Springs Elementary School City Springs is the second school implementing the fully funded form of Success for All. With more than 95% of its students qualifying for free lunch, City Springs is among the historically poorest and lowest achieving schools in Baltimore. The implementation at City Springs began in September, 1988. As at Abbottston, the implementation focused initially on the reading, STaR, Peabody, and family support programs. The school is receiving approximately $370,000 per year from a private foundation in addition to its usual Clapter 1 funds. It is using these funds to hire a total of nine tutors, a social worker, an attendance monitor, a full-time counselor, and a full-time project facilitator. The school already had adequate staff for preschool and full-day kindergarten.
During the 1988-89 school year, tim Success For All reeding program was introduced in grades K-3. Preschool, kindergarten, and family support programs were also introduced. 
Measures
At Abbottston and City Springs and their comparison schools, all students in grades Pre-K to 4 (Abboeston) and Pre-K to 3 (Caty Springs)
were given individually administered tests in spring 1989. All first graders at the curriculumonly schools and their comparison school were also individually tested. In the four Chapter 1-only schools and their comparison schools, one-third of all students were randomly selected to be tested.
All measures were the same as those used by Slavin et al. cm press ). The California Achievement Tests were routinely administered by the school district; the individual measures were administered by education and psychology students fmm a local college. The specific measures used were as follows.
Language. Two tests of receptive and expreWve language were individually administered to preschool and kindergarten students.
1. Test of Language Development (TOLD; Newcomer & Hanunill, 1988 Merrill was used to assess the ability to understand complex story structure of preschool and kindergarten students.
Reading. Four individually administered reading scales were selected from two widely nationally standardized reading batteries to assess a full range of reading skills: word attack (Woodcock Word Attack), recognition of letters and key sight words (Woodcock Letter-Word) , oral reading fluency (Durrell Oral Reading), and comprehension (Durrell Oral and Silent Reading). These scales, plus the district-administered California Achievement Test, are described below.
1. Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery (Woodcock, 1984) . Two Woodcock scales, -7-I Letter-Word Identification and Word Attack, were individually administered to studems in grades K-3. The Letter-Word scale was used to assess recognition of letters and common sight words, while the Word Attack scale assessed phonetic synthesis eking 2. Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty (Durrell and Catterson, 1980) . Two Dunell scales, Oral and Silent Reading, were administered to students in grades 1-3. Oral Reading presents a series of graded reading passages followed by comprehension questions, which students read aloud. The Silent Reading scale also uses graded reading passages which students read silently. Students are then asked to recall the main elements of the story. Both Oral and Silent Reading contain assessments of reading comprehension, but the Oral Reading scale focuses more on a decoding focus while Silent Reading has more of a comprehension focus.
3. California Achievement Test (CTB/ McGraw-Hill, 1985) . The group-administered reading comprehension and reading vocabulary scales from the school district's regular CAT test were analyzed for students in grades 1-3.
Analyses
Data were analyzed using analyses of covariance, with pretests as covariates. Outcomes were characterized in terms of effect sizes, which are the differences between experimental and control means divided by the control group's standard deviations. All analyses used raw or standard scores, grade equivalents are reported to facilitate understanding, but were not used in the analyses. For each of the analyses of reading achievement in grades 1-3, omparisons were made between all students at each grade level, and then separate analyses compared students who sccred in the lowest 25% of their grades on the pretests.
Results
Prekindergarten Table 1 Nicholas, and +.14 in the four Chapter 1-only schools. However, the only significant differences were on Word Attack at City Springs, and Effects were also very positive for Dallas Nicholas Elementary, which had significantly positive effects on the two Woodcock measures (average ES = +.36) and the CAT (ES = +23). This is the Chapter 1-only school whose first graders had been in the reading program since the middle of kindergarten.
Effects for students who scored in the lowest quarter of their grades at pretest were consistently positive and strong Jn the individually administered tests (Table 4) . Low-achieving first graders at Abbottston who had been in the program since kindergarten far outscored their matched cotmterparts, with a mean effect size of +2.37. Effects were statistically significant on all four measures. Lowest achieving students at Abbottston scored nearly at grade level (G.E.=1.8), while the lowest quarter in the comparison school were barely reading (G.E.=1.2).
Low achievers at City Springs also substantially outscored those at its comparison school (E.S.=+.55), although the differences were statistically significant only on the Durrell Oral and (marginally) Durrell Silent measures.
Smaller positive effects for low achievers were seen in the Chapter 1-only schools (ES=+.28), wiLli significant differences on the two Woodcock scales.
Finally, substantial differences were found at the curriculum-only sites, whe:e students had been in the program since mid-kindergarten (ES=+1.27). This difference was primarily due to significant and extraordinary effects on the Woodcock Word Attack scale. Results on the CAT were highly variable and probably have little substantive meaning at these low levels.
The finding of larger effects for the curriculum-only schools compared to the better funded Chapter 1-only schools is probably due to the length of time the program had been implemented in each type of school. The curriculumonly schools began to use the Success for All beginning reading program in Febmary, 1988, The average effects were similarly positive at City Springs (ES = +.21) due to a large and significant effect on Durrell Oral. There were no differences on the CAT at either school, and no significant differences on any measure in the Chapter 1-only schools.
As in the first grades, tlfects for the lowest achieving second graders were particularly positive (Tatie 6). Low achievers at Abbottston scored substantially better than comparison students (ES=+.71) although, due to small n's, only marginally significant effects were found on Durrell Silent. Positive but non-significant effects were also found at City Springs (ES=+.38) and in the Chapter 1-only schools (ES=+.27). However, no differences were found on CAT's.
Third Grade
Tables 7 and 8 and Figure 3 summarize the results for the third grade.
TABLES 7 and 8 AND FIGURE 3 HERE
In the third grade (Table 7) , effects strongly favored Success for All at Abbottston on the individually administered tests (ES = +.38) and on the CAT (ES = +.53). Differences were significant on the Woodcock Letter-Word scale and (marginally) on the Word Attack and CAT.
However, there were no consistent differences at City Springs.
In the Chapter 1-only schools, Success for All students perfonned substantially better than comparison students on the individually administered scales (ES = +.52), but not on the CAT. Significant differences were found on both Durrell measures and on Woodcock Letter-Word.
Effects for the lowest achieving students on the individually administered measures (Table 8) were very positive at Abbottston (ES=+1.28), with statistically significant differences on the Durrell Oral and Letter-Word scales and marginally significant effects on Word Attack.
Substantial positive effects were also seen in the Chapter 1-only schools (ES=+.77), with significant differences on Durrell Oral and marginal differences on Durrell Silent, but no differences were found at City Springs. Substantial but non-significant differences favoring Success for All were also found on the CAT's (ES=+.74) for Abbottston.
Fourth Grade
Fourth grade results were assessed only at Abbottston, where effects strongly favored Success for All both on the individually administered tests (ES = +.38) and on the CAT (ES = +33). The differences were significant on the Woodcock Letter-Word and CAT scales. The results for fourth grade are summarized at the bottom of Table 7 . Effects for the lowest 25% of students could not be computed due to inadequate sample size.
Discussion
Overall, the results of the 1989 tests strongly support the effectiveness of Success for All in increasing student reading performance. On individually administered tests, effects of Success for All were significantly positive in most comparisons. As in the first year at Abbottston Elementary (Slavin et al., in press ), results were particularly positive for students whose pretests placed them in the lowest quarter of their grades.
The pattern of results indicated that students perfonned better the longer they were in the program. First, larger effects were obtained at Abbottston in its second year than in its first year in the first and second grades, and findings from the first year at City Springs resembled those for the first year at Abbottston. In addition, the higher performance of first graders in the curriculum-only schools than that of students in the Chapter 1-only schools (and the outstanding performance of first graders at Dallas Nicholas, who had been in the pmgram for 1 112 years) indicate that a longer time in the program produces significantly better results.
The first grade findings also support a conclusion that should not be surprising: money matters. Most of the extra resources given to the fully funded schools provide tutoring for lowachieving first graders. As a result, the outcomes at the fully-funded schools, Abbottston and City Springs, are especially positive. The substantial positive effects for low achievers also show the impact of funding, as the lowest achievers received the lion's share of the most expensive resource, one-to-one tutoring.
However, the results from the curriculumonly schools and from Dallas Nicholas Elementary (all of whose first graders had been in the program for 1 1/2 years) additionally show that given a longer implementation period, schools without the extra resources also produce impressive results.
-10-The dramatic effects on the reading achievement of Abbottston first graders who were in the lowest 25% on the pretests provides compelling evidence that the goal of success in reading for every child may be feasible. On average, tImse low achieving students scored at the 46th percentile on the irdividually administered reading tests. Matched low achievers in the comparison school averaged at the 8th percentile. Only 31% of the comparison school's low achieving first graders could decode even one of the nonsense words "tiff, hap, nan, mel, or jox" on the Woodcock Woid Attack scale. One hundred percent of Abbottston students could decode at least two of these, and the lowest 25% of Abbottston first graders averaged 6.5 words. Only one of the low achieving students at the comparison school (8%) could comprehend the following passage: "I have a black dog. He has a little tail. He can jump and run." I contrast, 69% of Abbottston low achievers showed comprehension of this passage on the Durrell Silent Reading scale, and 31% could remember at least ten things about a complex, 70 word passage at the second grade reading level.
What these results imply is that if we start with children in kindergarten and do whatever is necessary to see that they are successful the first time they are taught, almost every first grader may be well on the way to reading without recourse to special education or retentions. Four of the 48 Abbottston first graders who have been in the program since kindergarten are not making what we consider to be satisfactory progress toward the goal of grade level reading in the third grade, but with continued participation in good quality instruction, tutoring, and family support services, we are still confident that even these few remaining students will succeed.
I 7
The findings for the third and fourth grades at Abbottston primarily show the effectiveness of the Beyond the Basics reading program, as third and fourth graders receive little tutoring in the fully-funded schools and none in the Chapter 1-only schools. The substantial positive effects in third and fourth grades seen in most schools mirPar findings at Abbottston in its first year.
The results indicate a few areas where additional efforts are needed. In particular, relatively weak results in second grade (also seen last year at Abbottston; see Slavin et al., in press) point to a difficulty many teachers have observed in the transition from beginning reading to Beyond the Basics. Many teachers in the Chapter 1-only schoo.s also noted the difficulties involved in starting the beginning mading program after the beginning of the school year, and this was reflected in test performance in the first and second grades at these schools.
The ultimate goal of Success for All, partici). larly in its fully funded form, is to bring vittually all children to grade level performance in basic skills (especially reading) by the end of the third grade, and to maintain them there through the end of elementary school. This commitment is made for gudents v began the program in preschool and who continue through third grade, so it is too soon to assess it. However, there are several indications that the program is headed in the right direction.
First, there is clear evidence that the longer students are in the program tiv better they do. Comparing results from Abbottston over two years, it is clear that the effects are cumulative. Second, tlx extraordinary performance of low achieving first graders at Abbottston suggests the possibility that we may reach our pal of reading success for every child sooner than we had expected. Third, the vety positive effects seen in the third and fourth grades in most schools indicate student success can be accelerated even beyond the years when tutoring is provided. 6.53 (4.37) 4.13 (4.88) 20.98 (6.12) 7.37 (4.66) 497.27 (94.27) 350.87 (91.30) 
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